
BEFORE TIlE TENNESSEE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

IN RE: Stephen I. Davis. Sr.
fist. 10. Map l, Control NIH!? 16, l’2f,ccI ,.IU, Blou,,t Counts
Si. 000
Fann Properly

Year 2 ‘5

INTIAL DECIS1O .-ND ORDER

Sialenierit elite ‘:ìc

The subicci prti1Icrl. 1s pitseiitiv yatijeLl tk,IILIWS:

J,ANI..i.t_II: lIIVINI}1 ALIJ1 IUTAI_J t’! SSl-SN1IiNI

5s.goo $187,3}i $2763011 S194,075

Ibis appeal was rn ug}u by the Blount CounI .. ssessor ot Property, Mikc vi

liii: adrninisrIahivLjudzc conducted a hearing in tI,k ‘"alter on Fehnlarv 25. 211l,

Knoxville. 1 enriessee. 1 he taxpayer wHs re1,resented I’v 1 artha S.! . HI Lcl. I The

assessor ofproperty represented himselland was assislcd by stall member Dan-y Mat],es.

FINDINGS OF At 1 AN’_CONClUSIONS tiE J.AW

Subject properly co,isisls oFa 51.67 acre t,-1ic ]oc,ted ;it I i.46 Ratiki,, i-err> I.oop in

Louisville. Tennessee owned by Stephen L. is. Sr. Subject tract vas originally part ofa

65.08 acre tract purchased on Januaq’ 3 . 2000 by Stephen I,. Davis, Sr. and Ronald I,.

Da is, Sr. Subjeel property began recciving pieferertlial assessment under the gtceiihelt

prngrai’i ciii: ctrve J;IEILI;prv I. 2101

Subject propert’ iayed in grcenbelt until the 2115 ta year. In October of 2004.

Stephen L. Davis, Sr. and Ronald L. Davis, Sr. recorded quit claim deeds clftcti’ ely

.scveri,iu their tint niiersliip. Stephen L. Davis ,v11,prlei sole llr%erIlip oflJ7 ;IcLes arid

Ronald I.. Dr. is became ‘ole owner of the reznaittin I .41 HCETS.

The assessor took the poston that both property owners needed to refile rcenbelt

appl icatiolls pursuant In [can. Code Ann. 67-5-100521 It I which ill he ILl oted and

disctisecl below. ftc raxp:ivcr iii this appeal did not tile liv M1LFCh l._’O{S.

Consequenth. the Issesor removed suhieci piopcrt’ from the greenbelt prognLm,I mid

rollback taxes were assessed.

The taxpayer appealed to the mount County Hoard ol EqLlaiiz1ution. Cr1 June 14,

2007. the laxpayer fi] cii a new greer,beli application with the assessor properly. On June

29, 21115. the Elount Counly Hoard of Equalization issued a decision reinstati,,4 subject

property in the greenhelt prugrani and selling aside the rollback tax issued ott larch 24.

21115 for tax pars 2 112 ‘lIlt’, arid 21114



on August 3. 2105, the ussessor of propelly led an appeal with the State Board of

FlttIization. The asscsor eolicise’’ surnman,e…1 the basis for Il. appeal in reImIlsc to

question I 6 as liIItiws:

mc Blowa County Property Assessor’s Office is appeal ins tJic
nunty Board decision the .A dministrative Judge based upon

the toIlo iti [no ensonc

I [lie property in 2n14 Iial oiiit Os tel-ship and the pariLes In
October ci 2 ‘04 c use to dcssoI c their partnership. s1,t it
the property and become ix ‘riipFe snners thereby
constituting an ownership change.

2 [be "11cr oIthis propeny was properly liotitied E the
Fn’pertv *Assc’st,rs Office ii’ lecv’iber s,I20.I md
mailed a Ilial notice in Fehniarv o12005, that lic IILideci to
complete a new Cirecubell fonn and get approval by March
I, 2005. lie ow.ier never responded and the Assessors
office requests that the Administrative Judge require the
usner 0 pay the years l-nl]IRKk Iaes ‘,.ued to March
24. 2iM and to remove Greenlwlt slulu’s on [hi> f’ropeJiy
br the 2UJ5 ear.

The taxpayer contended that it wa not required to lile a ne" greetilielt application

under I cnn. ode Ann. 6?-5_l0.iiit I hCcaLLSC he as not it nc" tinner’ u thin lie

inie;ituiite tillic statute. .llerni,tivel, the taxpayer it’SLIILd that CCli ii lie is PIUPL’ny

[a ilied as a ‘new owner under the statute, he conipl i ed with the si atute by appeal i ct to

the Bloum County Board ofEquahization and tiling a ness greenbelt a1ip!icatiohi.

lem,esee. Cxlc .niolatcd Section ,7-5-hitLlii I pros ‘dc as hillow>:

Any ou ‘‘ci of land itmy apply for its c]as,ification a>
agricultural by iiiittg a written app]ieJtioIi with the a’’eor of
property liv March oflhe first year for which the classification
is sough’. Reappl cation thereafter i tiol required so tott2 as the
ownership as of the assessment date rc,nai,is umiol aXIcLI. New
twne*s p111w land win, dcire to continue the l1reviil
classification titus L apply w kit the lsscsor by Mardi I in the
year ol [iss ing transtºr of owneiship .V a It:i.I ‘flat.

establish /j&j/,j/jt: 2/Ill AMnh I Opt/i t appeal pursuant IN

parts / 4 and 15 u/this chapter, duly ti/ti after not1ct of I/It
Ill 1 t /ii’ is en’ hr /2 * as.c e.c.c IV. 111 napplui Lion

Inhtst/lefl,aJ.-acac,oItliu,,tQthg int’ri,fllictqqnIl.

Emphasis suppliedi

The admi nistratis cj udge fitids that the as ‘es%Lir i correct ii far as reenhelt

applications cutLLt ,itniiallv he lIed by NiarcEt I. lltitever. the adIuuirtil,Ltive judge finds

that the highlighted languac above makes clear that ] IC OW lets who tail to rcappl y by

March I may still qualify to continue a previous greenbelt classification liv appealing to he

Ai!ItLtvh rh a}pd itriii rt.,i un,iI A.v’’ i I.I;< . ::, .idiiirti<’i..,ii ,i :n’Js nEt’; die .irrtrk
‘t.it,z,it .. N1i5 [,llItIr i:,cttl,i, d;t ittii ‘I:::



eoulitv board of equalization and lllina a flew greenbeit application. The udniinislntive

judge Ii’Is that this is caclly what he la:I}w or diii.

I lie adininistralive udge flu,d ii utiitcccar’ deierrnir,e whether or not the

taxpayer vas a iiew owner’’ under the statute. Ike idmi ‘ii struive judge finds that e’c’i if it

is assumed arguendo that the taxpayer was a new owner tinder the statute, the taxpayer is

entitled i retain the previous ,treeriEielt elassiheatinri because he flied an appeal to the

Biount Count’ Board ut F,]LJlIwLtinh’ and filed a llcs ineen hell apphclliL’Jl.

ORDFR

It is therefore OR Dl RE! that subject propen c.oxltixiue receive pro l’eii r al

LstsTl1eiii tinder the greerihelt program lTenn. Code Ann. O7-- tool et cL1.J arid the

rid I l,;ick taxes levied on NI arc Ei 24. 2i 5 ‘re hereby set aside.

It is FURThER ORDERED that any applicable hearing costs he assessed pursuant to

Tcnii. ode Ann. § 67-5-1301d and State Board ofhiquali;.ation Rule 0600-i-I?.

Piiruant to lie U Iriilbrn, Adrninistrtitivc Procedures At eon. ode An’’. 4-5-

301 .25. Teun. Code Ann. 67-5-ISO. md thc Rules of Coi,tetcd Case I’rocc4htre of the

State Board of Equalization, the panics are advised oftile following remedies:

.. parly may appeal this dcci siori and order to the . ssessiiicn I A tipet k

omahission punuant o lam. Code icli. .7_S_i Sal and Rule IltO- I-. 12

of the Contested Case rrocedures of the State Board of Equalization.

Lennessee ‘ode Amiotated § 67-5-I olc provides that an appeal "must be

fled w thin th rh 30 days front flue date the initial decision is seiit7

Rule u6ll4- I-. 12 of the Contested ae i’roeedures of the State Board oF

Equalization provides that the appeal be tiled with the Executive Secretary of

the Stale Board and thai the appeal "identify the allegedly erroncuas

lindings if fact and/or conclusions of law in llw mum1 ottl c r

2. A path ma petition for reconsideration oI til i> ike i it and order pursuant to

Tenn. Code Ann. 4-5-317 within fifteen 15 lays of the entry LI the order.

File petition fc reconsideration must l:ite the S pee i Ic xii unds upon n lieu

jvliei i. icquested. I lie tiling of a pelilion for recuolIeF:Pti&ii L lot

prerequ sine for seeking adininisixati orjudieiai review:

A parlv may petition for a stay ut effecti V chess of this dcci siun and order

pLi,tianI l’enfl. COLIC Ajiii. 4.S- l6’ thin seven 7 iLLs ot lie e,ilrv itt

the order.

lii’s order does not become final until an ollicial certificate is issued by the

Assessment Appeals Commission. Official cccli flcate’ are normal1 ssued Sc’ ciiiy- Ii

75 Lla after lie e,nr 1 the initial dision and order I Pill his appealed.
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f-.ftRITD this tUtu da of March 2006

MARKJ M]SKY’
ADMINISTRATIVJ
IFxLsshE: PEPARiMFINTOF SlATE

II PROCFDLRFS DIVISION

C: Martha SL. Black. Esq.
Mike Morton. Assessor of Property


